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REMARKS 

This response and amendment is submitted in response to the non-final Office 
Action dated May 20, 2004 (hereafter "office action"), having a shortened three-month 
statutory period set to expire August 20, 2004. The examiner had rejected pending 
claims 1 to 26 for various reasons stated in the office action. 

I. Objections to the Specification 

The examiner objected to the title of the application since he believes that it is 
not descriptive. The examiner suggested that applicants amend the current title to the 
following new title "ARCHITECTURE FOR HARDWARE-ASSISTED CONTEXT 
SWITCHING BETWEEN REGISTER GROUPS DEDICATED TO TIME-CRITICAL OR 
NON-TIME-CRITICAL TASKS WITHOUT SAVING STATE", Applicants have amended 
the title accordingly, and the examiner's objection to the title is now overcome. 

II. Claim Objections 

The examiner objected to claims 14 to 25 and claim 26 as being identical claim 
sets to respective claims 1 to 12 and claim 13. Applicants have cancelled claims 14 to 
26 without prejudice, and the examiner's objections to claims 14 to 26 are now moot. 

Furthermore, the examiner objected to claims 8 and 21 as being claims that 
depend from a dependent claim that are separated by at least another claim which 
does not also depend from said dependent claim. Applicant has cancelled claim 21 
without prejudice, and the objection to this claim is now moot. Applicant has amended 
claims 6 and 8 so that they are now switched. Claim 6, as currently amended, is claim 
8, as originally filed, and claim 8, as currently amended, is claim 6, as originally filed. 
Claim 6, as now amended, is dependent from and directly follows claim 5. Thus, the 
examiner's objection is overcome by these amendments. 
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III. Rejections of Claims 1 to 10, 13 to 23, and 26 under 35 U.S.C. Sec. 102(b) 

The examiner rejected claims 1 to 10, 13 to 23 t and 26 under 35 U.S.C. Sec. 
102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,933,627 to Parady (hereafter "the 
Parady reference""). However, claims 14 to 23 and 26 have been cancelled without 
prejudice, and thus the rejections of these claims are now moot. Also, claim 1 has 
been amended without prejudice to further recite that "said first register group is 
designated only for updating the status of said first set of registers" and "said second 
register group is designated only for updating the status of said second set of registers". 
Furthermore, claims 1 and 13 have been amended without prejudice to recite that "the 
reading of the status of the first set of registers is to execute only time-critical tasks" and 
"the reading of the status of the second set of registers is to execute only non-time- 
critical tasks". 

The Parady reference does not in any way teach or disclose "the designation 
only of a first register group for updating the status of a first set of registers", "the 
designation only of a second register group for updating the status of a second set of 
registers", "the reading of the status of the first set of registers to execute only time- 
critical tasks"; and "the reading of the status of the second set of registers to execute 
only non-time-critical tasks". The amendments to claims 1 and 1 3 are to more explicitly 
emphasize the partitioning of processing resources into two separate sets, each of 
which is dedicated to either time-critical or non-time-critical tasks so that data is 
processed efficiently and cost-effectively. Therefore, claims 1 and 13, as amended, are 
not anticipated by the Parady reference and are allowable. Furthermore, claims 2 to 
10, which are dependent from claim 1, as amended, are allowable for at least the same 
reasons as claim 1 , as amended. 

Claim 3 has been amended so that it recites that the code RAM is designated 
only for execution of said time-critical tasks. Claim 4 has been amended so that it 
states that the instruction cache is designated only for execution of said non-time- 
critical tasks. Claim 5 has been amended so that it recites that a first data memory is 
designated only for storing data for executing said time-critical tasks. The amendments 
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to claims 3 to 5 are also to more explicitly emphasize the partitioning of processing 
resources into two separate sets, each of which is dedicated to either time-critical or 
non-time-critical tasks so that data is processed efficiently and cost-effectively. The 
Parady reference does not in any way teach or disclose the designation only of 
particular processing resources for either executing time-critical tasks or non-time- 
critical tasks only so that data can be processed more efficiently and cost-effectively. 
Thus, for.these further reasons, claims 3 to 5, as amended, are allowable. 

IV. Rejections of Claims 11 to 12 and 24 to 25 under 35 U.S.C. Sec. 103(a) 

The examiner rejected claims 1 1 to 12 and 24 to 25 under 35 U.S.C. Sec. 103(a) 
as being rendered obvious by the Parady reference in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,561,466 to Kiriyama (hereafter "the Kiriyama reference"). Applicants have cancelled 
claims 24 to 25 without prejudice, and thus the rejections of these claims are now moot. 
Claims 11 and 12 are dependent from claim 1, as amended, and claims 11 and 12 are 
therefore distinguished from the Parady reference for at least the same reasons that 
claim 1, as amended, has been differentiated above. Furthermore, the examiner 
admits in the office action that the Parady reference alone does not teach the recited 
features in claims 1 1 and 12. The examiner then further cited the Kiriyama reference to 
reject claims 11 and 12. However, the Kiriyama reference does not teach or suggest 
the recited features in claim 1, as amended, and/or claims 11 and 12, and the Kiriyama 
reference does not cure the deficiency of the Parady reference for rejecting these 
claims based on obviousness. Also, the Parady reference, the Kiriyama reference, 
and/or the combination thereof do not teach or suggest claims 1 1 and 1 2. Thus, claims 
1 1 and 12 are allowable over the cited art. 

The specification, drawings, and claims as originally filed fully support the 
respective amendments to the title and the claims. Therefore, the application with 
pending claims 1 to 13, as respectively amended, is now in condition for allowance, and 
allowance is earnestly solicited. Applicants respectfully request that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. 
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No fees are believed to be due by the filing of this Response and Amendment; 
however, if any fees are due by the filing of the enclosed documents, including any fees 
incurred by an extension of term, please consider this paragraph such a Request forterm, 
and charge any fees associated with the Request or any other fees incurred by the filing of 
this document to Cirrus Logic Deposit Account No. 03-2028/1433-SM. 



CIRRUS LOGIC, INC. 
Legal Department 
2901 Via Fortuna 
Austin, Texas 78746 
Telephone: (512)851-4465 
Fax: (512) 851-4500 
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